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Abstract
The most common tool in the job selection process is the in-person job interview. The job
interview is used as way to determine if the individual is a match for the job functions
and the culture of the organization. Interviews are generally considered to be
unstructured, which allows for a free flow of topics or is structured and follows a more
ridged format. From the view of the person applying for a job, the interview is the most
stressful aspect of the selection. As the interview is considered to be social interaction
between many people, many times stereotypes can influence the outcome of hiring
decision, even when it is not intended. Stereotype threat is a phenomena in which a
person interprets that they are being judged by a known group stereotype. In the context
of the selection process, when applicants that feel threatened by their group stereotype
they often underperform on pre-employment testing. The individual does not have to be
aware that they are being stereotyped as indirect cues are often the powerful to increase
anxiety. The purpose of this paper was to investigate how stereotypes, and varying
degrees of interview structure can influence participants pre-employment test scores. This
study recruited 338 undergraduate students to partake in simulated job selection process.
All participants were interviewed based on future career or educational goals and where
given pre-employment assessment. Our results were mixed as we found only partial
support for four hypotheses. This research was able to replicate the traditional research on
the evaluative nature of the job interview and how priming for stereotype threat can
influence task performance. Future research should focus on populations that are further
in their careers to see if veteran employees are as susceptible as this early career
population.
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Stereotype Threat in the Interview: The Effects of Structure and Priming
In the today’s organizations there are various selection methods used to
differentiate between potential high performing job candidates and potential low
performing job candidates. The most common selection method used in organizations for
employee selection is the job interview (McCarthy, Van Iddekinge, & Campion, 2010).
The job interview functions as both a verbal assessment of job knowledge, and also as a
recruitment tool to assess the fit between the organization and the job candidate (Cable &
Judge, 1997; Campion, Palmer, & Campion, 1997). Although the interview is supposed
to be perceived as a fair assessment in the selection process, job candidates may perceive
cues that indicate the process favors one group of candidates over another group. This
perceived bias can come from the interviewer or the selection process and can negatively
impact the individual’s perception of fairness in the selection process or the within the
organization (Campion, Palmer & Campion; Campion, Pursell, & Brown, 1988). There
are legal protections to keep the selection process from discriminating on the basis of
demographic or personal information such as: race, gender, ethnicity, disability, age and
the like in the United States. Such protections are based on Title VII of the Civil Rights
Act of 1964 and other workplace anti-discrimination laws. However, while these
protections make chronic and intentional discrimination illegal, there are many instances
during the selection process (i.e., interviewing, pre-employment testing) in which a
candidate could perceive that they are being judged by a group stereotype. Candidates
who perceive they are being judged by group stereotypes can internalize theses perceived
cues, which can increase his/her anxiety level thus potentially harming his/her ability to
perform and be evaluated fairly in the selection process. The long-term effects of

perceived bias (cues) in the selection process can lead to a reduction in the person’s
ability to perform on the job and reduce the effectiveness of the organization (Roberson
& Kulik, 2007).
There is an abundance of research that examines the predicative value of
interviews in regards to candidates’ performance (Campion, Palmer, & Campion, 1997),
but limited research exists on how the interview as a selection tool impacts minority job
candidates in regards to stereotype threat. Stereotype threat is a phenomenon that has
been demonstrated to influence task performance in educational and organizational
settings. Whereby when members from stigmatized groups (e.g. minorities or females)
are confronted with a diagnostic task in which there are known group stereotypes, their
performance becomes threatened in the performance domain and is not as strong as nonstigmatized groups (i.e., Caucasians or males). This generally leads to significant
underperformance when compared to the non-stigmatized group. In settings or situations
which the person determines that he/she could be assessed or judged in the performance
domain in which a known stereotype exists, his/her performance can reflect the nature of
the stereotype rather than their true ability (Steel 1997; Steel & Aronson, 1995).
Research in the United States has focused on stereotype threat of women, ethnic,
or racial minorities in areas like verbal abilities, mathematical abilities, and general
cognitive abilities (Logel et. al., 2009; Marx, Ko, Friedman, 2009; Steel, 1997). Research
in organizational settings has found women and minorities tend to be stereotyped in
cognitive performance areas (Roberson, Deitch, Brief, & Block, 2003) and leadership
(Davies, Spencer, & Steele, 2005; Knight, Hebl, Foster, & Mannix, 2003; SanchezHucles & Davis, 2010). Since the interview is a social process often performed early in

the selection process, there are opportunities for social identity or stereotype threat to
occur, especially for groups that have been stereotyped in the past. The bias occurring
from the social and non-systematic nature of the job interview has been cited as a source
of weakness in the past (Huffcutt, Culbertson, & Weyhrauch, 2014). Structuring an
interview can reduce some of the bias in the selection process and increase its predictive
validity (Campion, Pursell, & Brown, 1988). However, while structure can increase
validity, its evaluative nature can also increase anxiety and negative reactions, which
could negatively influence performance in the interview and subsequent interactions especially for individuals judged negatively in similar domains such as females and
minorities. From a stereotype threat perspective, the processes and rigidity that occur in a
structured interview may actually provide more cues to those being interviewed that they
are being assessed according to stereotypes, decreasing the opportunity for a fair
performance evaluation (Wout, Danso, Jackson, & Spencer, 2008).
The purpose of this study is to investigate stereotype threat in the job interview
and how interview structure influences this process. Specifically our purpose was to
investigate how different degrees of structure (e.g., structured or unstructured) in the
selection interview, either with or without priming of ethnicity and gender, can influence
participants’ test scores on cognitive ability tests taken after the job interview.
Early Stereotype Research.
Psychologists have been working to understand how the mechanics of prejudice
and stereotypes can affect people since Sigmund Freud (Marx, Brown, & Steel, 1999),
but it was Allport’s (1954) classical work on group differences that helped to set the stage
for current research on stereotype threat. Early research on stereotype threat was initially
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conducted as intelligence tests that were designed to understand the intellectual
performance of black students (Katz, Epps, & Axelson, 1964; Katz, Roberts, &
Robinson, 1965). Early researchers found that black students scored higher on cognitive
ability performance tests when they were presented as non-diagnostic (e.g., a test of eyehand coordination; Katz, Roberts, & Robinson) or if they were being compared to their
own racial group (e.g., black students being compared to other black students as opposed
to white students; Katz, Epps, & Axelson). Early research on testing differences between
black and white students led Steel and Aronson (1995) to conduct several studies to
determine how the presentation of the test (either as diagnostic or non-diagnostic) could
influence test scores and if a priming participants for race could produce similar results.
Steel and Aronson (1995) built on this educational research (Katz, Epps, &
Axelson, 1964; Katz, Roberts, & Robinson, 1965) by conducting a study that compared
black and white students using GRE “like” test items that measured verbal ability. Steel
& Aronson (Study 1) first researched to see if the way a test is presented, either as
diagnostic or non-diagnostic, could activate stereotype threat in the participants. They
presented these items in three ways, (1) as a diagnostic assessment to test intellectual
ability, (2) as a non-diagnostic laboratory assessment to study problem solving, and (3) as
a non-diagnostic assessment to study problem solving and a challenge. The findings of
study 1 were that blacks scored significantly lower than whites in the diagnostic
condition and that there was no significant difference between the groups in the non
diagnostic condition. However, blacks in the diagnostic condition scored significantly
lower than blacks in the non-diagnostic condition (problem solving), and scored even
lower than blacks in the second non-diagnostic condition (problem solving and

challenge). This study showed that stigmatized groups could be induced for stereotype
threat by the way that the material is presented and that effect could be seen within group
differences.
In study 4 Steel and Aronson (1995) tested to see if stereotype threat could be
induced by priming a participant for stereotype threat by asking racial identification
information before a test was administered. Study 4 used GRE “like” test items that
measured verbal ability using the non-diagnostic assessments of study 1. The main
difference between study 1 and study 4 was before the performance test was
administered, the participants were asked to complete a “personal information” sheet. In
one condition the participants were asked to racially identify while the other condition
participants were not asked to racially identify. Blacks in the priming condition (e.g., who
had racially identified) had statistically significant lower test scores than all other
conditions except when compare to whites in the non-priming condition. This study
showed that stereotype threat could be primed in individuals by asking demographic
information (i.e., racial identity) prior to task performance that is non-diagnostic.
Spencer, Steele, and Quinn, (1999) followed Steele and Aronson’s (1995) study
by researching stereotype threat between males and females. In study 1, Spencer, Steele,
& Quinn, ( 1999) recruited males and females to take math tests where the items used
were taken directly from the GREs. The males and females that were recruited were
selected because they self-identified as having good math skills. In one condition of the
study the math test was very difficult and in the second condition the math test was very
easy. In the difficult math test condition, females underperformed compared to their male
counterparts, whereas in the easy math condition, there were no test score differences. In

the second study, participants were split into 2 groups. It was explained to one group that
the test contained gender differences while the other group was not told there was a
difference. Females in the gender differences condition scored below their male
counterparts. Females in the non-gender differences condition did not show significant
differences in their test scores, demonstrating that females in this condition did not
become sensitive to perceived gender differences and did not become susceptible to their
group stereotype.
Stereotype Threat.
Stereotype threat is defined as a “situational threat that can affect any members of
group about whom a negative stereotype exists” (Steele, 1997, p. 614). Steele (1997) is
referring to groups that have been historically stigmatized or marginalized by the
majority group. Non-stigmatized groups can unintentionally project negative attitudes,
stereotypes, and beliefs onto the stigmatized group (Crocker & Major, 1989; Katz, 1964;
Levy, 1996; Steele, 1997, Steele & Aronson, 1995). Devos and Banaji (2003) describe
stereotype threat as a theory that predicts the relationship between a negative group
stereotype and behavioral change. To examine behavioral changes of primed participants,
he/she is generally tested with a performance task in which members of a stigmatized
group underperform compared to members of a non-stigmatized group. While there are
many theories to why this behavioral change occurs (e.g., cognitive load, dejection,
anxiety, etc.), the mechanisms that cause this change are not fully understood (Nguyen &
Ryan, 2008). In general, stereotype threat is concerned about how a person
underperforms in a situation when they feel they are being judged based on stereotypes in
a performance domain about a group to which they belong (i.e., blacks with cognitive

ability tests, females with numerical ability tests; Steele & Aronson, 1995; Spencer,
Steele, & Quinn, 1999). It is presumed that the increased anxiety level, whether it is
conscious or not, (Steele & Aronson, 1995) can lead to decreasing his/her ability to
perform to a higher level.
The Mechanics o f Stereotype Threat.
While much research exists about the consequences of stereotype threat, there is
little research on a unifying theory of the internal mechanisms (Keller & Bess, 2008).
Current research on stereotype threat tends to focus on the context of person’s
identification with his/her group’s known stereotypes and if he/she is being judged
according to that stereotype in a particular situation. Kaiser, Vick, and Major (2006)
discuss that individuals who are from stigmatized groups have a predisposition to stimuli
that threaten their social identity. Wout, Shih, Jackson, and Sellers (2009) suggest that the
stimuli that threatens an individual’s social identity is the threat of being devalued by
another person in an evaluative situation. Wout, Danso, Jackson, & Spencer (2008) have
gone further and found that the power of the stereotype threat influence is determined by
how the individual interprets evaluative cues from another person. If the individual feels
that there are cues about a stereotype coming from the assessor, it suggests to the
individual that there is a possibility of being stereotyped. The individual then uses
situational cues to determine the probability of being stereotyped and if this perceived
probability is high, this can become the activation for stereotype threat. Wout, Danso,
Jackson, & Spencer, also found that the person does not have to be consciously aware
that the stereotype exists about him/her in order for stereotype activation.

Although there lacks a unified theory of the internal mechanisms of stereotype
threat, researchers have investigated affective, cognitive, and motivational mediators that
influence the internal process. The mediators researched include high levels of anxiety in
test situations (Spencer, Steele, & Quinn, 1999), dejection based on the feeling a test is
unfair and will not evaluate them correctly (Keller, & Dauenheimer, 2003), mental load
(Schmader & Johns, 2003), negative thinking (Cadinu, Maass, Rosabianca, & Kessler,
2005), motivational mechanisms or goal-setting (Kray, Galinsky, & Thompson, 2003),
performance expectancies (Cadinu, Maass, Frigerio, Imoagliazzo, & Latinotti, 2003) and
self-handicapping (Keller, 2002).
Other researchers have investigated individual differences and personality traits
that may moderate the mechanics. Ford, Ferguson, Brooks, and Hagadone (2004) found
that females with high levels of a coping sense of humor performed better on math tests
than females with low levels of a coping sense of humor in stereotype threat situations.
Schmader, Johns, and Barquissau’s (2004) research found that females were more
susceptible to stereotype threat if they identified more with a gender stereotype (i.e.,
females underperforming on numerical ability tests). Other researchers found that
stereotype threat is more salient when an individual identifies with the ability domain
(Aronson, Steele, and Quinn, 1999; Stone, 2002) or demonstrates higher identification
with the target group (Schmader, 2002). Inzlicht, Aronson, Good, and McKay (2006)
found that individuals with low levels of self-minoring are more likely to feel threatened
in stereotype situations. These dimensions underscore the complexity of the mechanisms
that affect an individual’s perception of possible stereotype threats in a given situation.

The Inducement o f Stereotype Threat.
When individuals have stereotype threat activated it generally comes from one of
two cues, such as, the diagnosticity of the test and/or stereotype relevance (Steele, 1997;
Steele & Aronson, 1995). Stereotype relevance refers to how participants identify with
either a group, the task, or the performance stereotype (often referred to as the threatened
domain). These cues can lead to stress arousal that taxes an individual prior to task
performance, similar to test anxiety (Inzlicht, M. & Ben-Zeev, 2003; O’Brien & Crandell,
2003). These cues can either be explicit or implicit to the individual. Explicit stereotype
threat is when the person is told that they belong to a group that historically performs at a
lower level while implicit stereotype threat is when the person perceives behavioral cues
and or perceives subliminal hints that are used to distinguish group membership (Banaji,
Hardin, and Rothman 1993; Kray, Reb, Galinsky, & Thompson, 2004; Kray, Thompson,
& Galinsky, 2001). Nguyen and Ryan (2008) in their meta-analysis study of the
stereotype literature examined the relevance of stereotype cues about the person’s group
identification (either explicit or implicit) and found that even low levels of stereotype
cues (implicit threat) could be very powerful in activating stereotype threat.
The literature states that another method to activate stereotype threat is to have
participants complete a task performance that is under a diagnostic condition (evaluate)
rather than non-diagnostic (non-evaluative) condition (Kray, Thompson, & Galinsky,
2001; Stangor, Carr, & Kiang, 1998; Steele, 1997; Steele & Aronson, 1995). Steel and
Aronson (1995, Study 1) initially found that stereotype threat could be induced to
participants by framing performance task as a diagnostic evaluation (being told that one
group performs better than another group or that the evaluation they are taking part in

says something about or diagnose their ability in that area) compared to a non-diagnostic
assessment. Steele and Aronson (1995) found that inducing stereotype threat could occur
between racially different groups (Caucasians and African Americans) and within a racial
group (African Americans).
It has also been found that stereotype threat could be induced through stereotype
relevance. An example of stereotype relevance is when individuals answer demographic
questions about themselves (Steele & Aronson, 1995, Study 4; Kirnan et al., 2009) prior
to a task performance. It has been shown that by being aware of his/her stigmatized group
and perceiving that those evaluating or judging are also aware of this identification is
sufficient to activate stereotype threat. Activating stereotype threat appears to confound
the individual’s regulatory orientation (Higgins, 1997; 1998) in which a person self
regulates with promotion focus or prevention focus. If a person is primed with a negative
stereotype then the person’s regulatory orientation goes towards a prevention focus where
as if a person is primed with a positive stereotype then the person’s regulatory orientation
goes towards promotion focus. Thus priming individuals for stereotype threat is thought
to increase anxiety by creating task evaluation apprehension, performance expectancy,
dejection, decreasing self-efficacy and/or decreasing working memory (Davies, Spencer,
& Steele, 2005; Levy, 1996; Steele, 1997; Nguyen, O’Neal, & Ryan, 2003; Stone, Lynch,
Sjomeling, & Darley, 1999). A meta-analysis on stereotype threat in applied settings has
found priming can induce moderate to strong stereotype threat effects (Nguyan and Ryan,
2008).

Stereotype Threat in Organizational Settings
Historically stereotype threat has been studied in the context of educational
settings where researchers have focused on racial differences on cognitive ability test
scores (Brown & Day, 2006; Helms, 2005; Steele & Aronson, 1995) and gender
differences on math scores (Keller & Dauenheimer, 2003; Spencer, Steele, & Quinn,
1999; Schmader, 2002). Due to its robust findings in educational settings, research on
stereotype threat has moved into organizational arena as a way of understanding how
historically stigmatized groups compare to historically non-stigmatized groups. Areas
that are studied in organizations are females in leadership contexts (Davies, Spencer, &
Steele, 2005; Knight, Hebl, Foster, & Mannix, 2003), and organizational negations (Kray,
Reb, Galinsky, & Thompson, 2004; Kray, Thompson, & Galinsky, 2001).
With respect to stereotypes in organizational settings, Emerson and Murphy
(2014) discuss that social identity can impact stigmatized groups by cues sent from the
organization. These cues can include signal representation (cues of underrepresentation,
such as lack of group members), identity and stereotype (cues of stereotypes, such as
completing intelligence tests), organizational beliefs and values (cues that the
organization does or does not value group differences), and structure and policy (cues of
segregation within the organization, such as minority employees working for minority
supervisors). Roberson and Kulik (2007) suggest that stereotype threat not only affects
the selection process but also employees once they are selected into the company.
Employees that are from stigmatized groups may be in a constant state of situational
anxiety if the feel that they are being evaluated for every action within the organization.
This means that stereotype threat could affect a multitude of employees in the

organization like the aging population (Buyens, Van Dijk, Dewild & De Vos, 2009),
women in leadership positions (Davies, Spencer, & Steele, 2005), and minorities in
leadership positions (Knight, Hebl, Foster, & Mannix, 2003). Roberson and Kulik state
that even if an organization did everything possible to eliminate any personnel or policies
that discriminated based on race or stereotype, the threat of stereotypes would still exist
because an organization is not isolated from discrimination or stereotypes that exist in the
outside world.
Job Selection Interviews.
In today’s organizations, much of the selection process is determined by
interviews between an organization’s representative and a job candidate (McCarthy, Van
Iddekinge, & Campion, 2010). In general, the job interview process focuses on the jobperson fit (e.g., job knowledge, skills, and abilities for the position; Hedge & Teachout,
1992) and the person-organization fit (e.g., culture, strategic needs, norms, and values of
the organization; Bowen, Ledford, & Nathan, 1991; Judge & Cable, 1997). While
selection interviews can occur through multiple communication channels (i.e., phone
screening, online video conferencing, or face-to-face interview), the most common
method is the face-to-face in-person interview. The job interview can occur during any
point in the selection process, but often times there are multiple interviews with multiple
interviewers that can occur at any time during the selection process. Interviews often set
the “atmosphere” for the rest of the selection battery. The selection process can also
include multiple hurdles, such as general cognitive ability tests, personality assessments,
work samples and professional references (Cascio & Aguinis, 2011).
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The main goal of selecting employees is to find the right candidate that can
complete the required work, the fact that the interview is a social process can help or
hinder this process. The social aspects can add predictability by assessing job related
social skills, but it can also prove to be a ‘field’ ripe for bias and threats to social identity,
which can increase evaluation apprehension. The selection process can be stressful for
the job candidate (McCarthy & Goffen, 2004), and the interview can be the most stressful
assessment in the selection system (Heimberg, Keller, & Peca-Baker 1986). One reason
for the apprehension in the job interview can be due concern for the candidate to be
judged by the interviewer (Ares, Keereetaweep, Chen, & Edwards, 1998; Wout, Danso,
Jackson, & Spencer 2009). Some candidates have a higher baseline of anxiety thus
leading to underperformance on the job interview (Schmit & Ryan, 1992); a higher
baseline level could result from past experiences being judged by group membership.
Interviews as a Social Process.
Researchers have found that the interview tends to be a social process that is
susceptible to bias because of the interactive social nature of the process. The social
nature of the job interview allows for both the employer and the candidate to get a “feel”
for one another. One source of bias in the interview, called impression management,
takes place when the candidate attempts to manage his/her behavior in order to influence
the interviewer’s perception about him/herself (Higgins & Judge, 2004; Tedeschi &
Reiss, 1981). There are several ways in which a candidate can attempt impression
management such as nonverbal cues (i.e., physical attractiveness, smiling, hand gestures,
and body posture), and verbal cues (i.e., vocal pitch, pauses, speech rate; Degroot &
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Motowildo, 1999). As with any form of dichotomous interaction, impression
management goes both ways.
Although verbal and non-verbal cues are considered normal during the interview
process (as a function of sociability), Wout, Murphy, and Steele, (2010) suggest that
individuals can set expectations of interactions based on whether the person they are
interacting with is of the same or different race and gender. The individual’s perception is
the person with whom they are interacting belongs to a group that has historically
stigmatized the individual’s group, priming the person for stereotype threat (Wout,
Murphy, & Steele). In addition to the social aspect of the interview, job related
information is also shared in the interview that could lead to bias (Kutcher & Bragger,
2004; Bragger, Kutcher, Morgan, & Firth, 2002). This indicates that despite the absence
of explicit stereotypes implicit cues may still be present between the interviewer and the
interviewee. For instance, when minorities or females are interviewing for technical roles,
there is the opportunity to be primed for stereotype threat during the interview that leads
to decreased pre-employment test scores (Kiefer & Sekaquaptewa, 2007; Logel et al.,
2009). This is likely to occur when applicants are questioned or asked to discuss domains
for which there are negative stereotypes associated with a group they identify with this
group membership is in some way made salient (Steele & Aronson, 1995).
The Interview and Cognitive Ability Tests.
Interviews may in some instances lead to social identify threat (Peach, Yoshida,
Spencer, Zanna, & Steele, 2011) in which a person may feel devalued by his/her group
membership and are hyper vigilant to cues from the interviewer that can lead to a sense of
being stereotyped. While the interview is a way for both the interviewee and the
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interviewer to assess each other for the role, in many instances the interviewer uses the
interview as an assessment of domains typically stereotyped for certain groups. For
instance interviews are often used to gauge the person’s cognitive ability (Outtz, 2002)
and can also be used to measure verbal communication skills by assessing how well the
candidate responds to the questions. This could threaten individuals for whom there is a
negative stereotype regarding cognitive ability and non-native speakers. These groups
may perceive that they are receiving negative cues about their language ability because
their social identity is mentioned in conjunction with a threatened domain, which might
influence their performance later in the selection process.
One common way to measure if the person is experiencing stereotype threat is to
evaluate his/her performance on cognitive ability tests. While cognitive tests are found to
be the most predictive for on the job performance (Schmidt & Hunter, 1989), they can
have the greatest disparate impact against ethnic and racial minorities, and with regard to
STEM areas, females (Beasley & Fisher, 2012; Cheryan, Siy, Vichayapai, Drury, & Kim,
2011; Shapiro & Williams, 2012). This adverse impact has resulted in the development of
stereotypes about performance in the domain against women and minorities. Schmader,
Johns, and Forbes (2008) make an argument that the stereotype threat affects cognitive
ability tests by decreasing the working memory of the person thus decreasing their ability
to perform optimally. If stereotype threat is active during the interview process it has the
ability to overall limit the job candidates’ prospects.
The purpose of this research is to investigate if stereotype threat can be induced in
participants that are primed with a simple explicit stereotype of race and/or gender. Past
research has shown that when stigmatized group participants are primed for stereotype

threat they will underperform non-stigmatized groups, including stigmatized groups that
have not been primed. The goal of the first two hypotheses is to replicate the classical
stereotype threat research (Steel and Aronson, 1995; Steel, 1997) in recreating the
“situation” that creates an increased anxiety in stigmatized groups. Based in this past
research the following predictions are made:
Hypothesis 1: Primed for stereotype threat females will score lower on the
cognitive ability tests than primed for stereotype males, but unprimed females and
will not score lower on the cognitive ability tests than unprimed males.
Hypothesis 2: Primed for stereotype threat Hispanics will score lower on the
cognitive ability test than primed for stereotype Caucasians but unprimed
Hispanics and will not score lower than unprimed Caucasians on the cognitive
ability test.
Structured Job Interview.
The formal face-to-face interview can take several forms and usually is
categorized as a structured interview or an unstructured interview. Chapman & Zweig
(2005) argue that structure is a matter of degree and that structure has four dimensions:
question consistency, evaluation standardization, question sophistication, and rapport
building. Huffcutt and Arthur (1994) consider interviews to be a multidimensional and
continuous construct that ranges from low structure to high structure. Campion, Palmer,
and Campion (1997) define the structured interview as “any enhancement of the
interaction of the interview this is intended to increase the psychometric properties by
increasing standardization” (pg. 656) of the process. What differentiates a structured
interview from an unstructured interview is a constant set of procedures for how the

questions are asked and how they are scored by a rater/s, while an unstructured interview
generally does not have a set of procedures for how the questions are asked or how they
are scored by a rater/s (Huffcutt, Conway, Roth, & Stone, 2001; Huffcutt & Roth, 1998).
The structured interview limits the rater’s exposure to decision-making opportunities thus
it improves the fairness and effectiveness of the process (Motowidlo, Carter, Dunnette,
Tippins, Werner, Burnett, et al., 1992; Hough & Oswald, 2000). Research shows that an
unstructured interview has a low predictive validity in selecting candidates. Huffcutt,
Culbertson, Wethrauch (2014) found the validity coefficient of unstructured interviews to
be r = .20; the structured interview, with a .69 coefficient, has much more predictive
value in selecting candidates.
While the research shows that the structured job interview is psychometrically
sound and is supposed to lead to a fairer assessment of the job candidates, in many
instances, there is some evidence that other types of bias might increase in the structured
interview. Campion, Palmer, and Campion’s (1997) research suggests that applicants
negatively view highly structured interviews, as it does not allow room for the applicant
to practice impression management (Ellis, West, Ryan, & DeShone, 2002). When
candidates attempt impression management they are attempting to sends cues to the
interviewer to persuade his/her decision-making ability. Applicants’ reactions to structure
in the interview can include negative reactions to behavioral or situational questions as
they can appear to have low face validity and limit impression management (Chapman &
Rowe, 2005; Conway & Penano, 1999; Kohn and Dipboye, 1998). This can challenge the
dual nature of the interview as both a recruiting and selection tool. If it is used to recruit
and select at the same time, the highly structured interview can lead candidates to form

improper impressions of the organization that can lead to a shortage of new personnel
(Chapman & Zweig, 2005).
Stereotype Threat in a Structured Interview.
Research shows that that structuring an interview can increase the psychometric
properties (Campion, Palmer, & Campion, 1997) and increase the selection tool’s
predictive validity (Huffcutt, Culbertson, & Wethrauch, 2014). This can reduce
interviewer bias and increase fairness in selecting the most qualified candidate. However,
when an interview is highly structured it does inversely decreases the social nature that is
associated with the in-person interview. Most structured interview consist of unnatural
and somewhat socially disruptive behaviors such as note taking, rating answers or asking
questions that are specific to past behavior or are gauged to understand a hypothetical
situation (Cascio & Aguinis, 2011). While this limits the social interaction of the
interview it may allow for an increase of cues suggesting evaluation being sent from the
interviewer to the interviewee. Cues such as “pitch, pitch variability, speech rate, pauses,
and amplitude variability” (DeGroot & Motowidle, 1999) when not taken under the
normal social interaction may lead to candidates’ “self’ being threatened during the
interview. This could compound an individual’s threat level if they have perceived other
cues in the selection process that threaten his/her identity.
Campion, Pursell, Brown (1988) argue that an increase in structure of the
interview can reduce the bias of the interviewer and ultimately reduce the amount of cues
that are sent or received during the process. It can be argued, however, that highly
structured interviews may illicit poor responses from candidates as they are less likely to
influence the interviewer or the flow of the interview (Chapman & Zweig, 2005;
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Chapman & Rowe, 2002) and that they increase cues that individuals are being evaluated,
in some cases based on stereotypes. This decrease of control could lead to the person
having increased anxiety and decreased working memory (Schmader, Johns, & Forbes,
2008).
Research conducted by Bragger, Kutcher, Muzycian, Schettino, Farago & Fritzky
(submitted for publication) found that participants whose race or gender was primed and
participated in structured interviews had a reduction in performance on pre-employment
testing conducted after the interview as compared to subjects (whose ethnicity and gender
were also primed) who participated in an interview that was matched in content but was
not structured.
Past research has shown that participants can find a structured interview to be more
evaluative than an unstructured interview (Campion, Palmer, Campion, 1997), while
females and Hispanics in stereotype threat conditions can underperform in mathematical
areas of stereotype threat (Steele, Spencer, Aronson, 2002). As suggested by Wout, Shih,
Jackson, and Sellers (2009), the inability to manage impressions and the stronger
“evaluative” cues in the structured interview might increase interviewees’ assessed
probability that they are being stereotyped in the structured interview as compared to the
unstructured interview.
Hypothesis 3: Females who experience the unstructured interview will score
higher on the cognitive ability test taken after the interview than females who
experience the structured interview.

27
Hypothesis 4: Hispanics who experience the unstructured interview will score
higher on the cognitive ability test taken after the interview than Hispanics who
experience the structured interview
Current research conducted by Bragger, Muzician, Schettino, Farago & Fritzky
(submitted for publication) found an interaction effect that females primed for stereotype
threat in structured interviews underperformed all other groups, while Caucasian males
increased performance in the same condition. Research has found females are not
necessarily stereotyped in general areas of cognitive or verbal ability, but are more
stereotyped in the STEM areas (Beasley & Fisher, 2012; Cheryan, Siy, Vichayapai,
Drury, & Kim, 2011; Shapiro & Williams, 2012). Based on this research the following
predictions are made:
Hypothesis 5: Structure will increase the effects of priming on stereotype threat
such that primed for stereotype threat females experiencing a structured
interview will score lower on the cognitive ability numeric tests than primed for
stereotype females experiencing the unstructured interview.
Given that Hispanics are stereotyped in the areas of verbal ability because English
is often their second language and have been traditional stereotyped in general cognitive
ability, leading this group to be historically stigmatized. Using the same rational
regarding the evaluative nature of structured interview, which could be interpreted by
historically stereotyped individuals as ‘cues’ increasing individuals’ perceived probability
of being stereotyped, it is predicted that Hispanics whose ethnicity is primed
experiencing structured interviews will also under perform on cognitive ability tests.

28
Hypothesis 6: Structure will increase the effects of priming on stereotype threat
such that primed for stereotype threat Hispanics experiencing a structuring
interview will score lower on the cognitive ability tests than primed for stereotype
Hispanics experiencing the unstructured interview.
Method
Participants
We recruited 343 applicants through the use of a subject recruitment system and
recruitment of undergraduate classes where the professor offered extra credit for
participation in the research study. Hundred sixty four (47.8%) of the participants were
Hispanic and 174 (50.7%) of them were Caucasian. Hundred thirty five (39.4%) were
male and 204 (59.65%) were female. The mean age was 23 years old and respondents
ranged in age from 18 to 32. All participants had work experience with a mean of 6.24
years and range of 1 to 15 years. Seventy-seven percent of participants were currently
employed.
Table 1.
Participant Demographics
Demographic
N
%
Male
135
39.4
Female
204
59.6
Hispanic
164
47.8
Caucasian
174
50.7
Caucasian Males
69
20.1
Hispanic Males
65
19
Caucasian Females
106
30.9
Hispanic Females
98
28.6
Note, n = the frequency of participants per demographic breakdown.
% = the percentage of participants per demographic breakdown.

Procedure
Participants were told in the recruitment message that researchers were
conducting a study on factors that enable them to predict whether or not students would
reach educational and career goals. Those who were interested emailed the research
assistant and were sent a link to a consent form and a short application-like survey that
collected demographic information (race, ethnicity, sex, age), and asked whether they
worked and in what area, college major, and their educational and career goals. This
‘application’ was used to collect necessary demographic information, but in a way that
seemed to mirror what would happen in an actual selection experience. In order to create
a realistic context closely resembling an employment interview where participants
believed they were actually being evaluated in a social-identity relevant manner,
participants were invited to participate in an interview that would “help to predict their
chances of reaching their educational goals and their chances of reaching subsequent
career goals.” Participants were randomly assigned to a structure condition (unstructured,
structured with explanation), and scheduled a time and location (at least 72 hours after
the application submission) for the interview with the research assistant. A White male
graduate assistant met each participant and introduced himself as the interviewer.
Participants were asked to read and sign a consent form and were ushered into an office
like setting where they were invited to sit across the desk from the interviewer.
The interviewer briefly explained what would happen in the interview, the
purpose of the interview and the purpose of structure for those participants in the
structured with explanation condition. The interviewer then followed a (memorized)
script to ask the participants interview questions. Participants were asked questions about

their educational history and choice of major, academic and cognitive strengths and
weaknesses, ability to work in teams, goal setting ability, perseverance in the face of
obstacles, leadership ability, and time management skills because these constructs have
been shown to have some relatedness to graduate school success and many different
career paths and would have face validity. Leadership ability and cognitive ability are
also stereotyped domains for women and ethnic minorities.
Interview structure was manipulated within the interview and is discussed in more
detail below. Ethnicity and sex were primed consistent with stereotype threat theory by
mentioning participants’ ethnicity and sex in all of the interviews in the context of
explaining to participants how a mentor of the same ethnicity and sex often assisted in
helping one reach chosen goals, especially in situations where there was
underrepresentation of the person’s ethnicity/sex in academic and organizational settings.
At the end of the interview, participants were asked to complete a brief survey on how
much anxiety they felt during the interview and were told that a cognitive ability
assessment was the next stage of the prediction process. The interviewer read the
directions for the cognitive ability tests to the participants. After participants completed
both the job interview and the cognitive ability test, we asked them to complete a final
survey, which assessed the manipulation of the structure variable and asked some
questions about their perceptions of the experience. The researcher then debriefed
participants.
Independent Variables
Structure. Two levels of structure were manipulated in the job interview and
participants were randomly assigned to a structure condition.

1) Structured. In this condition the job interview was structured by asking
participants the same questions, the same way, and in the same order (Question
Consistency), asking participants behavioral and situational questions (Question
Sophistication), taking notes on their answers (Evaluation Standardization), telling
participants that their answers would be evaluated according to specific criteria-related
guidelines (Evaluation Standardization), eliminating non-job relevant discussion (Rapport
Building), and asking participants to hold all questions until the end of the interview
(Rapport Building). Participants in this condition were told that they were part of a
structured interview where “all applicants are being asked the same questions (Question
Consistency), and will be assessed according to the same guidelines (Evaluation
Standardization),” that the interviewer would take notes only about their specific answers
to the questions (Evaluation Standardization), and that sometimes he/she will be asked
“questions about situations he/she have been in to assess knowledge or experiences
he/she has gained.... Other times he/she may be asked about what he/she would do in a
particular situation (Question Sophistication).” Additionally participants in this condition
were told, “The purpose of the structured interview is to concentrate on asking you
questions that relate specifically to the area you are interviewing for. The idea is that
when we ask only specific questions related to the your educational and career goals and
take notes about only the responses that you give, the process is fair and we can reduce
some of the bias that sometimes can found in the interview. We wish to be fair and
unbiased and to be as accurate as we can in predicting how someone will do on the job or
in the educational program that they are interviewing for.

2) No structure. In this condition, we asked about the same constructs as in the
structured interview, but the interview was not structured using the methods listed above.
Questions were asked more haphazardly, not in behavioral and situational formats, and in
no particular order, but the interview question content was held constant. Note taking was
not discussed, nor was evaluation of questions. Participants were not instructed to hold
questions and no mention was made of structure.
Priming. In one set of conditions, priming of race and gender was used to see if a
stereotype like condition could be induced with participants. This was conducted by
having a confederate white male interviewer use a specific script in which at the end of
the interview the interviewer mentions the race and gender of the participant. Priming the
race and gender of participants occurred in the context of asking subjects if they would
like a mentor to assist them in the process of learning more about their career and
educational goals and explaining how a mentor of the same race and gender often assisted
in helping one reach chosen goals. In the non-prime condition the participants were still
asked if they would like a mentor to assist them in the process of learning more about
their career and educational goals and explaining how an ethnic/gender ambiguous
mentor assisted in helping one reach his/her chosen goal.
Sex. Sex was a non-manipulated independent variable in this research study used
to compare overall cognitive and numerical ability scores (mathematical ability is a
domain in which females are often stereotyped against) in structured and unstructured
conditions.

Ethnicity. Ethnicity (Hispanic or Caucasian participants) was a non-manipulated
independent variable in this research study used to compare cognitive ability scores, a
domain Hispanics are often stereotyped against in structured and unstructured conditions.
Manipulation Checks
Priming. The degree to which participants perceived the influence of priming for
ethnicity and gender in the job interview was assessed by asking participants to rate the
following questions:
“During the interview, did the interviewer acknowledge your race/ethnicity? Yes, no, or
not sure.” “During the interview, did the interviewer acknowledge your gender? Yes, no,
or not sure.”
Structure. The degree to which participants perceived the level of structure in
the job interview was assessed by asking participants to rate the following question:
“Interviews differ on how structured they are. In a structured interview, all interviewees
are asked the same questions from a list of questions. The interviewer is careful to take
notes about your answers and score your answers without asking too many probing
questions or engaging in conversation. In an unstructured interview, an interviewer uses
more discretion and uses his/her conversational skills to learn more about you. How
would you describe the interview you experienced on a four point scale with a 1 = ‘Very
structured’ and a 4 = ‘not at all structured’?”
Dependent Variables
Differential aptitude tests for personnel selection. After completing the job
interview participants were asked to complete the Differential Aptitude Tests for
Personnel Selection (DAT), a cognitive abilities selection test. The DAT has been

adapted and validated for personnel selection and is widely used in the selection process
(Bennett, Seashore, & Wesman, 1990). It has various tests that were created and
validated that can be used all together or separately. For this experiment, we used the
verbal and numeric reasoning sections of the DAT, which are marketed as more general
aptitude assessments. The original DAT was shortened from its original time limits (of 25
minutes for Verbal Reasoning and 30 minutes for Numeric Reasoning) to twenty minutes
for each section for marketing and use as selection tests (Bragger & Becker, 2005).
Individuals had a total of 36 verbal items and 32 numerical items to complete, with total
scores on the test ranging from 0-36 correct for the verbal section, 0-32 correct for the
numerical section, and 0-68 correct for the two sections together. The reliability for both
verbal and numeric sections of the test were acceptable with a Cronbach a for the verbal
of .86, and for the numeric section of .78.
Results
Manipulation Checks.
Priming. To assess if the participants perceived priming cues in the primed
condition for either gender or ethnicity and did not receive cues in the unprimed
condition, two Pearson’s Chi Square tests were conducted. The priming of ethnicity
manipulation check was significant X2(3) = 172. 28, / ? < .001 and participants responded
accordingly to condition suggesting that candidates who were primed detected the
priming of ethnicity. The effect size for these findings Cramer’s V was large, 0. 73, p <
.

001. The priming of gender manipulation check was significant X2(2) = 149. 12, / ?

<

.001

suggesting that individuals who were primed detected the priming of gender. The effect
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size for these findings Cramer’s V was large, 0.68, p < .001. These findings indicate that
the priming mechanism worked to send the proper cues to participants.
Structure. To assess if the participants perceived the intended structure of the
interview an independent Mest was conducted to compare structured to unstructured in
his/her assessment of whether the interview was structured. The structured interview was
perceived as more structured (M= 1.39; the lower the mean, the higher the structure) than
the unstructured interview (M=1.80, t(223) = 3.76,p= .00, single tailed). The results
indicate that both the structured and unstructured manipulations were effectively
perceived by participants.
Initial Analyses
Table 2.
Mean Averages for Overall Cognitive Ability Test Scores by Priming, Gender, Ethnicity
Structure, & Gender by Ethnicity
Primed

Unprimed

Structured

Unstructured

Structured

Unstructured

Male

35.68 (11.79)

38.40(11.21)

38.08 (11.47)

37.68 (7.32)

Female

33.93 (10.77)

33.86 (7.89)

29.39(10.77)

33.87 (9.29)

Caucasian

38.59(10.00)

36.96 (8.83)

35.61 (10.11)

36.57(9.10)

Hispanic

30.82(10.96)

34.62(10.19)

30.30(13.10)

35.21 (8.79)

Caucasian Male

37.56(12.07)

41.43 (7.76)

38.75 (10.49)

38.87 (6.08)

Caucasian
Female

39.11 (9.15)

35.00 (8.76)

32.27 (8.84)

34.85 (10.65)

Hispanic Male

34.38 (11.91)

36.77(12.68)

36.89 (13.62)

34.14(9.49)

Hispanic Female

27.73 (9.38)

32.46 (6.75)

27.18 (12.20)

32.95 (7.95)

Overall

34.77(11.06)

35.29 (9.59)

33.14 (11.80)

35.21 (8.79)
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Note, n = 338
Table 2 presents the means for overall cognitive ability test scores by gender,
ethnicity, & structure condition. Males in all conditions scored higher on overall
cognitive ability test scores compared to females. The biggest score difference was
between unprimed for stereotype males (M = 38.08, SD = 11.47) in the structured
interview condition compared to unprimed for stereotype females (M = 29.39 SD =
10.77) in the structured interview condition. Caucasians scored higher on overall
cognitive ability test scores compared to Hispanics. The biggest score difference was
between primed for stereotype threat Caucasians (M = 38.59 SD = 10.00) in a structured
interview condition compared to primed for stereotype threat Hispanics (M = 30.82 SD =
10.96) in the structured interview condition. Candidates in the primed condition scored
higher in both structured and unstructured conditions compared to candidates in the
unprimed structured and unstructured conditions.
Table 3.
Mean Averages for Numeric Cognitive Ability Test Scores by Priming, Gender, Ethnicity
Structure, & Gender by Ethnicity
Primed

Unprimed

Structured

Unstructured

Structured

Unstructured

Male

15.32 (5.90)

15.40 (5.19)

14.04 (6.41)

14.59(4.27)

Female

13.55 (5.38)

12.89 (4.18)

11.55 (4.47)

12.66 (5.13)

Caucasian

16.15(4.85)

14.57 (4.66)

13.00 (5.66)

14.06 (4.76)

Hispanic

12.43 (5.76)

13.35(4.81)

12.19(5.36)

12.43 (5.01)

Caucasian Male

16.22 (5.23)

18.00 (4.12)

14.13 (6.74)

15.27 (4.14)

Caucasian

16.11 (4.80)

13.06 (4.14)

11.80 (4.13)

13.15(5.09)
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Female
Hispanic Male

14.69 (6.45)

14.00 (5.31)

13.89 (6.17)

13.14(4.88)

Hispanic Female

10.47 (4.42)

12.69 (4.39)

11.18(4.97)

12.19(5.25)

Overall

14.38 (5.63)

13.57 (4.99)

12.62 (5.49)

13.33 (4.90)

Note, n = 338
Table 3 presents the means for numeric cognitive ability test scores by gender,
ethnicity, & structure condition. Males in all conditions scored higher on numeric
cognitive ability test scores compared to females. The biggest score difference was
between unprimed for stereotype males (M = 14.04, SD = 6.41) in the structured
interview condition compared to unprimed for stereotype females (M = 11.55 SD = 4 .47)
in the structured interview condition. Caucasians scored higher on numeric cognitive
ability test scores compared to Hispanics. The biggest score difference was between
primed for stereotype threat Caucasians (M = 16.15 SD = 4 .85) in a structured interview
condition compared to primed for stereotype threat Hispanics (M = 12.43 SD = 5.76) in
the structured interview condition. Candidates in the primed condition scored higher in
both structured and unstructured conditions compared to candidates in the unprimed
structured and unstructured conditions.
Table 4.
Mean Averages for Verbal Cognitive Ability Test Scores by Priming, Gender, Ethnicity
Structure, & Gender by Ethnicity
Primed

Unprimed

Structured

Unstructured

Structured

Unstructured

Male

20.36(8.27)

23.00(7.47)

23.09(5.18)

23.09(5.18)

Female

20.39(6.91)

20.97(5.70)

21.22(6.14)

21.22(6.14)
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Caucasian

22.44 (7.26)

22.39 (6.55)

22.51 (6.12)

22.51 (6.12)

Hispanic

18.39(7.13)

21.27 (6.61)

21.07 (5.49)

21.07 (5.49)

Caucasian Male

21.33 (9.70)

23.43 (7.11)

24.63 (5.89)

23.60 (4.69)

Caucasian
Female

23.00 (5.94)

21.94 (6.48)

20.47 (6.24)

21.70 (7.02)

Hispanic Male

19.69 (7.48)

22.77 (8.08)

23.00 (8.38)

22.00 (6.38)

Hispanic Female

17.27 (6.87)

19.77 (4.55)

16.00 (8.81)

20.76 (5.30)

Overall

20.39 (7.35)

21.73 (6.46)

20.52 (8.00)

21.87 (5.49)

Note, n = 338
Table 4 presents the means for verbal cognitive ability test scores by gender,
ethnicity, & structure condition. Males scored higher on verbal cognitive ability test
scores compared to females except in the primed for stereotype threat structured
condition. Primed for stereotype threat females (M = 20.39, SD = 6.91) in the structured
interview condition scored higher than primed for stereotype threat males (M = 20.36, SD
= 8.27) in the structured interview condition. Caucasians scored higher on verbal
cognitive ability test scores compared to Hispanics. The biggest score difference was
between primed for stereotype threat Caucasians (M = 22.44, SD = 7.26) in a structured
interview condition compared to primed for stereotype threat Hispanics (M = 18.39 SD =
7.13) in the structured interview condition. Candidates in the unprimed condition scored
higher in both structured and unstructured conditions compared to candidates in the
primed structured and unstructured conditions.

MANOVA

39
A 4-way factorial MANOVA, 3 (structure condition; unstructured, structured with
explanation, and structure without explanation) x 2 (gender; male, female) x 2 (ethnicity;
Hispanic, Caucasian) x (priming condition; primed, unprimed) on overall cognitive
ability and numeric ability. As it can be seen from Table 5, the results of this analysis
indicate a main effect for gender, Pillai’s Trace = .044, F(2, 313) = 7.15, p = .001, r|2=
.044), ethnicity, Pillai’s Trace = .027, F(2, 313) = 4.28, p = .015, rj2= .027), but not for
structure, Pillai’s Trace = .016, F(4, 628) = 1.24, p = .295, r|2= .008), nor priming,
Pillai’s Trace = .008 F(2, 313) = 1.30, p = .274, p2= .008).
Table 5.
Overall 3x2x2x2 MANOVA on overall CAT and numeric CAT
----IV
d fl
F-value -------1
df 1
n

P

Gender

2

313

7.15

.044

.001

Ethnicity

2

313

4.28

.027

.015

Structure Condition

4

628

1.24

.008

2.95

Priming

2

313

1.24

.008

.274

Note, n = 338

Follow-up ANOVAS.
Follow-up ANOVAS were run for gender and ethnicity to further investigate on
which CAT the differences were occurring. As it can be seen from table 6 results from a
follow-up 3x2x2x2 factorial ANOVA on numeric cognitive ability indicated a main
effect for gender F(l, 314) = 10.77,/? = .001, rj2=.033, such that male participants (M =
14.37, SD = 5.39) scored significantly higher than female participants (M = 12.51, SD =
4.50) on the test of numeric cognitive ability. There was also a main effect ethnicity on
numeric cognitive ability test F( 1, 314) = 8.40, p = .004, r\ =.026, such that Caucasian
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participants (M = 13. 92, SD = 5.00) scored significantly higher than Hispanics
participants (M = 12. 59, SD = 4 . 82) on the test of numeric cognitive ability. Further
investigation revealed no interaction effect between ethnicity*gender F(\, 314)
= . 817,

= . 054,/?

q2= 000.

Table 6.
Follow up 3x2x2x2 ANOVA on Numeric CAT
IV

df 1

df2

F-value

Gender

1

314

10.77

.033

.001

Ethnicity

1

314

8.40

.026

.004

Gender* Ethnicity

1

314

.054

.000

.817

P

Note, n = 338
As it can be seen from Table 7, results from a follow up 3x2x2x2 factorial ANOVA
on overall cognitive ability indicated a main effect for gender F(l, 314) = 13.98,/? = .000,
rj = .043, such that male participants (M= 36.96, SD = 10.46) scored significantly
higher than female participants (M= 32.51, SD = 9.61) on overall cognitive ability. There
was also a main effect ethnicity on overall cognitive ability test F(l, 314) = 8.39, p =
. 004, >/2= . 026,

such that Caucasian participants (M = 36.02 SD = 9. 75) scored

significantly higher than Hispanics participants (M = 32. 51, SD = 10. 34) on a test of
numeric cognitive ability. Further investigation revealed no interaction effect between
ethnicity* gender F(l, 314) = . 054,/? = . 817, rj2=.000.
Table 7.
Follow up 3x2x2x2 ANOVA on Overall CAT
IV

df 1

df2

F-value

f]

P

Gender

1

314

13.98

.043

.000

Ethnicity

1

314

8.39

.026

.004

Gender* Ethnicity

1

314

.054

.000

.817

Note. N= 338

Hypothesis Testing.
Hypothesis 1 predicted that primed for stereotype females would score lower on
the cognitive ability tests than their male counterparts, and that unprimed for stereotype
females would not score lower on cognitive ability tests than their male counterparts. As
it can be seen in Table 8 that our prediction was partially correct. Primed males did
significantly score higher on two of the cognitive ability tests (Mean Overall CAT: 36.19
& Mean Numeric CAT: 14.58) compared to primed females (Mean Overall CAT: 31.85
& Mean Numeric CAT: 12.23) (t(158) = 1.89,p = .04 single tailed, d = 0.36). While
primed males did score higher on the verbal cognitive ability test (Mean Verbal CAT:
21.60) compared to primed females (Mean Verbal CAT: 20.41), the difference was not
significant (t(158) = 1.06,p = 0.15 single tailed, d = 0.02). As can be seen in Table 8 the
second prediction that in the unprimed condition there would be no test score differences
between unprimed males and unprimed females was not supported. On all cognitive
ability tests there was a significant difference between unprimed male cognitive ability
test scores (Mean Overall CAT: 36.19, SD: 11.15) compared to unprimed female
cognitive ability test scores (Mean Overall CAT Scores: 33.23, SD: 8.89) (t(177) = 3.77,
p = .000 single tailed, d = 0.58). Part one of this hypothesis was partially supported as
primed females scored significantly lower on the numeric cognitive ability test when
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primed males. Part two of this hypothesis was not supported as unprimed females scored
significantly lower on the numeric and verbal cognitive ability test scores when compared
to unprimed males.

Table 8.
Hypothesis 1—T-tests Comparing Primed Males vs. Primed Females & Unprimed
Females vs. Primed Males
Primed
Df
t
Cohen’s d
R
Overall CAT
158
1.86
0.03
0.29
2.27
Numeric CAT
158
0.01
0.36
Verbal CAT
158
1.06
0.15
0.02
Unprimed
P
Df
t
Cohen’s d
Overall CAT
177
3.77
0.00
0.58
2.59
0.39
Numeric CAT
177
0.00
Verbal CAT
177
3.72
0.00
0.58
Note. Primed n = 160. Unprimed n = 179.
Hypothesis 2 predicted that in the primed condition, primed Caucasians would
score higher on the cognitive ability tests compared to their primed Hispanic counterparts
and that in the unprimed condition unprimed Hispanics would not score lower than
unprimed Caucasians on the cognitive ability tests. As it can be seen from Table 9, our
prediction was partially supported for the primed condition as primed Caucasians (Mean
Overall CAT Scores: 36.02, SD: 9.59) did score higher than Hispanics (Mean Overall
CAT Scores: 33.03, SD: 10.05) on numeric and overall cognitive ability test scores and
the results were significant t(157) = 1.53,p = .029 single tailed, d = 0.25). In the
unprimed condition, our prediction was not supported as unprimed Hispanics (Mean
Overall CAT Scores: 31.96, SD: 10.67) did score lower in all CAT conditions than their
unprimed Caucasian (Mean Overall CAT Score: 36.01. SD: 9.59) counterparts; unprimed
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Hispanics scored significantly lower than unprimed Caucasians (t(177) = 2.51 ,p = .005
single tailed, d = 0.25). Part one of this hypothesis was partially supported as primed
Hispanics scored significantly lower on the numeric and overall cognitive abilty test
scores compared to primed Caucasians. Part two of this hypothesis was not supported as
unprimed Hispanics scored significantly lower on the numeric, and verbal cognitive
ability test scores compared to unprimed Caucasians.

Table 9.
Hypothesis 2—T-tests Comparing Primed Hispanics vs. Primed Caucasians & Unprimed
Hispanics vs. Unprimed Caucasians__________________________________________
Primed
Df
v (sinsle tailed)
Cohen’s d
I
Overall CAT
157
1.92
.029
0.30
Numeric CAT
157
1.71
.045
0.27
Verbal CAT
157
1.53
.064
0.25
Unprimed
Df
p (sinsle tailed)
Cohen’s d
I
Overall CAT
177
2.62
.005
0.39
Numeric CAT
177
1.91
.029
0.29
Verbal CAT
177
2.51
.007
0.25
Note. Primed n = 159. Unprimed n = 179.
Hypothesis 3 predicted that females in the unstructured interview would score
higher on the cognitive ability tests than females in the structured interview. As it can be
seen from Table 10 this hypothesis was partially supported. Females in the unstructured
condition scored higher on the cognitive ability tests (Mean Overall CAT: 33.42.04, SD:
8.70) than females in the structured condition (Mean Overall CAT: 31.67; SD: 10.93) but
that the results were not significant t(135) = 1.28,p = .11 single tailed, d = .18). There
was a significant difference on verbal cognitive ability test as females (Mean Overall
CAT: 21.04; SD: 5.91) in the unstructured interview condition scored higher than females
(Mean Overall CAT: 19.12; SD: 7.49) in the structured interview condition t(135) = 1.67,

44
p = .05 single tailed, d = .28). This hypothesis was partially supported as females in the
unstructured interview scored significantly higher on the verbal cognitive ability
compared to females in the structured interview.
Table 10.
Hypothesis 3—T-tests Comparing Structured Interview Females vs. Unstructured
Females
Females
df
d (single tailed)
Cohen’s d
I
Overall CAT
135
1.28
0.11
.18
Numeric
135
0.17
0.43
.03
CAT
Verbal CAT
135
1.67
0.05
.28
Note, n = 133.
Hypothesis 4 predicted that Hispanics in the structured interview condition would
score lower on the cognitive ability tests than Hispanics in the unstructured condition. As
it can be seen from Table 11 the prediction was partially supported for verbal ability as
Hispanics (Mean Verbal CAT: 21.17, SD: 6.00) in the unstructured interview condition
scored higher than Hispanics (Mean Verbal CAT: 18.25, SD: 8.09) in the structured
interview condition. The results were significant (t(107) = .0.01,/? = .02 single tail, d =
.41) in the predicted direction. Hypothesis 4 was not supported for numeric ability as
Hispanics (Mean Numeric CAT: 12.87, 4.89) in the structured interview scored lower
than Hispanics (Mean Numeric CAT: 12.31, SD: 5.51) in the unstructured interview but
the results were not significant (t(107) = .0.56, p = .29 single tail, d= .11). This
hypothesis was partially supported as Hispanics in the unstructured interview did score
significantly higher on the verbal cognitive ability test compared to Hispanics in a
structured interview.

Table 11.
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Hypothesis 4-T-tests Comparing Structured Hispanics vs. Unstructured Hispanics
________________________________Hispanics___________________________
Cohen’s d
df
d (single tailed)
I
Overall CAT
107
1.70
0.05
0.33
107
0.29
Numeric CAT
0.56
0.11
0.41
Verbal CAT
107
0.01
0.02
Note, n = 109.
Hypothesis 5 predicted that structure would increase the effects of priming on
stereotype threat such that primed females in the structured interview condition would
score lower on cognitive ability tests compared to their primed female counterparts in the
unstructured interview. As it can be seen from Table 12 our prediction was not supported
as females (Mean Overall CAT Score: 33.94, SD: 10.77) in the structured condition
scored higher than females (Mean Overall CAT Score: 33.53, SD: 7.96) in the
unstructured condition although the results were not statistically significant (t(61) = 1.69,
p = .44 single tail, d = . 17). This hypothesis was not supported as primed females in a
structured interview did not score significantly lower on the verbal or numeric cognitive
ability tests compared to primed females in the unstructured interview.
Table 12.
Hypothesis 5—T-tests Comparing Primed Structured Females vs. Primed Unstructured
Females_______________________________________________________________
Females
v (single tailed)
Cohen’s d
df
I
0.44
0.04
Overall CAT 61
0.17
Numeric
61
0.66
0.25
0.16
CAT
Verbal CAT
61
0.25
0.40
0.06
Note, n = 66

Hypothesis 6 predicted that structure would increase the effects of priming on
stereotype threat such that Hispanics in the structured condition who were primed would
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score lower on cognitive ability than Hispanics in the unstructured condition who were
primed. As can be seen from Table 13, primed Hispanics (Overall CAT: 30.82, SD:
10.96) experiencing an unstructured interview actually scored lower than primed
Hispanics (Overall CAT: 34.62, SD: 10.20) experiencing a structured interview, the
results were not significant (t(52) = 1.32,/? = .10, d= 0.35). Our prediction was not
supported as primed Hispanics (Mean Verbal CAT: 21.26, SD: 6.61) in the unstructured
condition did score higher than primed Hispanics (Mean Verbal CAT: 18.39, SD: 7.13) in
the structured interview although the results were not significant (t(52) = 1.53,/? = .07, d
= 0.42). The numeric cognitive ability test scores were in the direction that were
predicted as primed Hispanics (Mean Numeric CAT: 13.35, SD: 4.81) in the unstructured
interview condition scored higher that primed Hispanics (Mean Numeric CAT: 12.43,
SD: 5.76) in the structured interview although the results were not significant (t(52) =
0.63,/? = .27, d= 0.17). This hypothesis was not supported as primed Hispanics in a
structured interview scored significantly lower on the verbal cognitive ability tests scores
compared to primed Hispanics in an unstructured interview condition.
Table 13.
Hypothesis 6—T-tests Comparing Primed Structured Hispanics vs. Primed Unstructured
Hispanics_______________________________________________________________
Hispanics
v (single tailed)
Cohen’s d
df
I
Overall CAT
52
1.32
0.10
0.35
Numeric CAT 52
0.63
0.27
0.17
Verbal CAT
52
1.53
0.07
0.42
Note, n = 54.

Discussion

The purpose of this study was to investigate stereotype threat in the selection
process, specifically to investigate how varying degrees of structure (e.g., structure or
unstructured) in job interviews, either with or without priming of ethnicity/gender, can
influence participants’ cognitive ability tests taken post job interview.
Findings
MANOVA and ANOVAs. Although there were no hypothesis for the MANOVA
reported, with all of the independent and dependent variables, it was important to assess
the general differences between all of the independent variables, manipulated and nonmanipulated. The MANOVA found significant group differences between gender (male
& female) and ethnicity (Caucasian & Hispanic). Post hoc ANOVAs found that that
males scored significantly higher than females and Caucasians scored significantly higher
that Hispanics. These findings indicate that regardless of structure or priming condition,
the biggest factors in determining group difference was gender and ethnicity. These
differences between groups can be seen in Table 2, Table 3, and Table 4.
Hypotheses Testing. The main purpose of Hypothesis 1 and 2 was to replicate the
traditional research on stereotype threat (Steel, 1997, Steel & Aronson, 1999, Spencer,
Steel, & Quinn, 1999) in which under stereotype threat conditions primed Caucasians,
and Males would score higher on cognitive ability tests compared to historically
stigmatized groups that are more susceptible to stereotype threat. Hispanics, and females
that were not primed for stereotype threat would not have test score differences between
the groups as compared to Hispanics, and females in non-primed stereotype threat
conditions.
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Hypotheses 1 predicted that primed for stereotype males would score higher on
cognitive ability tests than primed for stereotype threat females and that there would be
no test score differences between unprimed males and unprimed females. The first part of
the hypothesis was supported as primed for stereotype threat males scored significantly
higher on the numeric cognitive ability test than primed for stereotype threat females. The
differences in test scores resulted in overall differences on the cognitive ability tests. The
effect size between primed for stereotype males and primed for stereotype threat females
on overall cognitive ability test scores was medium at d = 0.29. The second part of the
hypothesis was that there would be no test score differences between unprimed for
stereotype threat males and unprimed for stereotype threat females. The hypothesis was
not supported as males scored higher than females in unprimed conditions on both
numeric and verbal cognitive ability test scores, which resulted in significant test score
difference on overall cognitive ability tests. The effect size between primed males and
primed females on overall cognitive ability test scores was large at d= 0.58.
The first part of the hypotheses 2 was partially supported as primed for stereotype
threat Caucasians did score higher than primed for stereotype threat Hispanics on the
numeric cognitive ability tests, which led to significant differences on the overall
cognitive ability tests scores. The effect size between primed Caucasians and primed
Hispanic on overall cognitive ability test scores was medium at d - 0.30. The second part
of Hypotheses 2 was not supported as there was a significant difference on test scores
with unprimed Caucasians scoring higher than unprimed Hispanics. The effect size
between unprimed Caucasians and unprimed Hispanics on overall cognitive ability test
scores was medium at d= 0.39.

The purpose of the third Hypothesis was to replicate Bragger, Muzician,
Schettino, Farago & Fritzky (submitted for publication) study that found an interaction
effect of priming and structure such that, primed for stereotype threat females in
unstructured interview conditions performed higher on cognitive ability tests compared to
primed for stereotype females in structured interview conditions. The hypothesis was
partially supported as females in an unstructured interview condition scored significantly
higher than females in a structured interview condition on the verbal cognitive ability
test. Although the test score differences were not significant for numeric or overall
cognitive ability tests, females in the unstructured condition did score higher than females
in the structured condition.
As the traditional interview theories state that structured interviews are perceived
as more fair to candidates than unstructured interviews, a post hoc /-test comparing
females in a structured interview to females in an unstructured interview was conducted
on the perceived procedural fairness. While females (Mean: 3.16, SD: 0.29) in an
unstructured interview did rate the procedural justice of the unstructured interview lower
(Mean: 3.19, SD: 0.31) than those in a structured interview, the results were not
significant, n = 137, (t(135) = .69,/? = .25 single tailed, d = .09).
Hypothesis 4 is similar to Hypothesis 3 in that it predicted that Hispanics in an
unstructured interview would score higher on cognitive ability tests compared to
Hispanics in a structured interview. The results indicate that the hypothesis was partially
supported as Hispanics in the unstructured interview condition scored significantly higher
on verbal cognitive ability test leading to significant test score differences on overall

cognitive ability test scores. The effect size for verbal cognitive ability test score
differences was medium d= 0.41.
As the results were in the direction predicted, a post hoc test comparing Hispanics
in a structured interview to Hispanics in an unstructured interview was conducted on the
perceived procedural fairness. While Hispanics (Mean: 3.13, SD: 0.30) in a structured
interview resulted the procedural justice higher then Hispanics (Mean: 3.09, SD: 0.31) in
an unstructured interview, but the results were not significant n = 109, (t(107) = .69,/? =
.22 single tailed, d = .16).
For Hypotheses 5 and 6 the prediction was that in primed for stereotype
conditions the effects of priming would increase perceptions of evaluation of the
selection process and that females and Hispanics would score higher on the cognitive
ability tests in an unstructured interview condition compared to females and Hispanics in
the structured interview condition.
Hypothesis 5 results were not significant as primed females in a structured
interview scored higher on the numeric cognitive ability test than primed females in the
unstructured interview. The test score differences on the numeric cognitive ability test
were so dispersant such that it skewed the overall cognitive ability test scores, with
primed females in the structured condition scoring higher overall than primed females in
the unstructured conditions. Only on the verbal cognitive ability test scores did primed
females in the unstructured interview condition score higher than primed females in the
structured interview.
Hypothesis 6 was not supported as primed Hispanics in the unstructured interview
condition scored higher on the verbal cognitive ability test compared to Hispanics in the
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structured interview condition. Although Hispanics in the structured interview condition
scored higher on the numeric cognitive ability test scores compared to Hispanics in the
unstructured interview condition, the results were not significant.
Theoretical implications.
Stereotype Threat. The results from this study partially support our original
predictions. Primed for stereotype threat females did score lower on numeric cognitive
ability tests compared to primed for stereotype threat males, leading to significant test
score differences on overall cognitive ability test scores. Hispanics that were primed for
stereotype threat did score lower on the numeric cognitive ability tests compared to
Caucasians that were primed for stereotype threat, leading to significant test score
differences on overall cognitive ability test scores. Both of these findings support the
replication of the traditional stereotype research (Steel, 1997, Steel & Aronson, 1999,
Spencer, Steel, & Quinn, 1999) asserting when members of stigmatized groups are
primed for stereotype threat, their performance is lower than the non-stigmatized groups
that are primed for stereotype threat.
Structuring the interview also created test score differences on the verbal
cognitive ability tests. Females in the unstructured interview did score higher on the
verbal cognitive ability tests compared to females in the structured interview condition.
Hispanics in the unstructured interview did score higher on the verbal cognitive ability
test compared to Hispanics in the structured interview condition. These results support
the notion that structuring an interview can lead to a decrease in cognitive ability test
scores. These findings appear to support that when structure is increased in the interview
it can increase the perceived cues (Wout, Shih, Jackson, & Seller, 2009) of being

evaluated (Chapman & Zweig, 2005; Chapman & Rowe, 2002), leading to decreased
cognitive ability test scores.
As priming and structure are shown to decrease cognitive ability test scores, it
was predicted that primed stigmatized groups in a structured interview would score lower
on cognitive ability tests compared to primed stigmatized groups in an unstructured
interview. The results found support that primed Hispanics in a structured interview
scored lower on the numeric cognitive ability test than primed Hispanics in an
unstructured interview. The scores on the numeric cognitive ability test were so unequal
that it led to the overall cognitive ability test scores to be significantly higher for primed
Hispanics in an unstructured interview. The findings appear to support the findings of
Bragger, Kutcher, Muzycian, Schettino, Farago & Fritzky (submitted for publication) that
primed for stereotype threat stigmatized groups who participated in a structured interview
had lower tests scores that stigmatized groups that participated in a less structured
(although equivalent in content) interview process.
The general stereotype theories state that when the mechanisms for stereotype
threat are not present, stigmatized and non-stigmatized groups perform comparable to
each other on task performance. This research did not find that by removing the priming
condition cues led to equal test scores, in fact, the test score difference were significantly
higher for Caucasians and Males compared to Hispanics and Females. When comparing
primed and unprimed Hispanic males and Hispanic females, their overall cognitive tests
scores (while lower) are similar to Caucasian males as they do not fluctuate between
conditions. As Hispanics are historically stigmatized (with Hispanic females being
double stigmatized), it appears that the reaction to the selection process was steady across

on test conditions. These findings are similar to Nguyen, O’Neal, and Ryan (2003) who
did not find stereotype threat effects for historically stigmatized groups that underwent a
mock personnel selection system and were measured against cognitive ability tests. A
possible explanation for these results is that all groups are exposed to an interview and
cognitive ability tests, both of these activities are diagnostic and comprise part of the
stereotype threat domain. Only Caucasian females had variation in their overall cognitive
ability test scores.
Designedfor priming? There are various possible explanations as to why the
stigmatized groups (Hispanic male & females) score comparably through all of the
testing and reasons we did not find stereotype threat effects. These stigmatized groups
may have perceived in all conditions that they were being judged (Ares, Keereetaweep,
Chen, & Edwards, 1998; Wout, Danso, Jackson, and Spencer 2009) based on a past
experiences. As most participants were currently employed, it is possible that they may
have previously been stigmatized in a selection process. This could have led to an
increase in anxiety (Schmit & Ryan, 1992) in the study’s interview, and thus decreasing
their score on the cognitive ability test. Roberson and Kulik (2007) argue that minorities
and females in “real” organizations are often faced with cues of bias either implicitly or
explicitly and that these cues can lead to stereotype threat effects at work. If these
stereotype threats become salient with the individual, theses historically stigmatized
groups may have already been primed for stereotype threat prior to the administration of
the independent variables.
Another reason that these groups could have performed similarly is due to
University Institutional Review Board approval with a participant selection criteria

(males/females & Caucasians/Hispanics), which stipulates that all recruiting material was
to be branded with this designation which could trigger cues of threat for stigmatized
groups. Additionally, all participants were required to complete a demographic
questionnaire prior to the study to determine their eligibility to participate. This appears
to be similar to the findings of Kirman et al. (2009) that states participant’s test scores are
lower when they are screened for demographic information prior to pre-employment
testing. Their test scores are higher when they answered demographic questions at the
end of the selection process.
In addition to the requirements of the University Institutional Review Board all
participants were told that the study required diagnostic testing to predict career or school
success. It is possible that the knowledge of a diagnostic test prior to the participation
setting increased evaluation apprehension and performance expectancy (Steel, 1997;
Nguyen, O’Neal, & Ryan, 2003; Stone, Lynch, Sjomeling, & Darley, 1999), thus priming
the groups prior to the scheduled research time. As this study design was quasiexperimental, the interviewer for all participants was a Caucasian male and that
demographic was different than three-thirds of the participants. Therefore, depending on
the individual, it could have led to unintentional priming. Wout, Murphy, and Steel,
(2010) found that individuals set expectations if they are interacting with a person that is
of the same ethnic background as them or has a different background. The results found
that primed males and primed Caucasians scored significantly higher than primed
females or primed Hispanics. Galinsky and Moskowitz (2000) argued that certain groups
may not be susceptible to cues of bias and may interpret the same cues as signs of group
sameness.

Interview Structure. The rationale behind structured interviews is that when an
interview is more structured, participants have an increased sense of fairness and should
lead to all participants being evaluated fairly (Huffcutt, Conway, Roth, & Stone, 2001;
Huffcutt & Roth, 1998). However, we hypothesized that because structure can increase
the cues of bias for stigmatized groups, a highly structured interview can be viewed more
diagnostically than an unstructured interview. When comparing females and Hispanics
(stigmatized groups) between a structured and unstructured interview, it was predicted
that participants would score higher on cognitive ability tests after an unstructured
interview compared to participants in a structured interview. As the hypotheses was
partially supported in that females and Hispanics who participated in a structured
interview condition scored lower on the verbal cognitive ability tests than females and
Hispanics in the unstructured interview condition. It appears that structure could have
increased the evaluative nature of the interview (Campion, Palmer, Campion, 1997). As
the interview is an inherently social process, Cascio and Aguinis (2011) argue that highly
structured interviews are unnatural as the interviewer performs behaviors that are
unnatural (i.e., taking-notes, scoring answers) while asking questions that focus on past
behavior and/or on a hypothetical future are not normal verbal social interactions. As
both of these types of questions are not normal to most social situations, they could send
unintentional cues that threaten a candidate’s self- perception leading to an increase in
anxiety (Campion & Palmer 1997; Campion, Pursell, & Brown, 1988).
To see if structure could compound the effects of priming in stigmatized groups
(Hispanics & females), it was predicted that primed for stereotype threat stigmatized
groups would score lower on cognitive ability tests post structured interview compared to

primed stigmatized groups on cognitive ability tests post unstructured interview. For
primed for stereotype threat females in structured interview conditions scored higher on
the cognitive ability tests compared to primed for stereotype threat females in
unstructured interview conditions. This was antithetical to the original prediction that was
made. It appears that structure for this group was effective for removing cues that might
lead to stereotype threat. Campion, Pursell, Brown (1988) found that increasing structure
of the interview can reduce bias in the interview and thus limit cues that may be sent or
received during the process.
As females are often stigmatized with not performing as well on cognitive ability
tests or in STEM subjects (Beasley & Fisher, 2012; Cheryan, Siy, Vichayapai, Drury, &
Kim, 2011; Shapiro & Williams, 2012), it appears that the structure of the interview
(explaining that the interview was designed to increase fairness) allowed females to
decrease any performance expectancies in regards to numeric cognitive ability test.
Primed for stereotype threat females in the structured interview condition scored higher
on numeric cognitive ability test than females in any other testing condition. Although the
study did not assess participants’ self-esteem or self-efficacy, previous research
(Hausknecht, Day, & Thomas, 2004) suggests that the explanation of purpose may be
beneficial in reduction of stereotype threat.
The primed for stereotype threat Hispanics in a structured interview scored
significantly lower on verbal cognitive ability test scores which led to significant test
score differences in overall cognitive ability tests compared to primed Hispanics in an
unstructured interview condition. These results appear to support that an increase in
structure for Hispanics can compound the effects of priming, thus leading to a decrease in

overall cognitive ability test scores. These findings are consistent with the evaluative
nature of the structured interview (Campion, Palmer, Campion, 1997) and how it can
limit impression management cues leading to a stronger sense of evaluation from the
interviewer to the interviewee (Wout, Shih, Jackson, & Sellers, 2009).
Practical Implications.
To see if structure could compound the effects priming, structure appears to affect
different stigmatized groups differently. For instance, structure resulted in females
performing better on cognitive ability tests in primed conditions, while structure appeared
to work against primed Hispanics leading to a decrease in cognitive ability tests scores.
Although these results are not significant, these findings may demonstrate that that
different groups pick-up and disregard intentional and unintentional cues differently
leading to different levels of stereotype threat activation. For instance females in general
may see an explanation of fairness to be a positive cue in the process, Hispanics may see
the explanation of fairness to be a negative cue in the selection process. This ultimately
leads to different stereotype threat activations levels in the participant. These finding are
similar to Bragger, Kutcher, Muzycian, Schettino, Farago & Fritzky (submitted for
publication) in which different stigmatized groups (Hispanics & females) who
participated in a structured interview (with an explanation of fairness) internalized the
cues differently leading to no test score differences between females (in a structured
interview or unstructured interview), and Hispanic females (in a structured interview)
scoring significantly lower on the cognitive ability test scores.
This research shows that the degree of structure in the interview can affect how
participants’ perform during employment testing. While high structure appears in some

instances to help group stigmatized candidates, in other instances it appears to harm
candidates from stigmatized groups. This inconsistency shines a light on the how
selection tools need to be constantly monitored to ensure that there is minimal to no
disparate impact (Cascio & Aguinis, 2011) in organizations’ selection process.
Discrimination cases against organizations can be a very timely and costly process and
they have long term implications for the success of the organization and the well-being of
women and minorities in society.
Because this study was quasi-experimental by design, it allowed for a controlled
view of the different variables that may impact candidates that are interviewing and
taking pre-employment tests in real organizations. As there are many variables that
impact an organization’s selection process, many of those variables are outside the
control of the job candidate (Roberson & Kulik, 2007). This research focuses on how
interviewees experience different aspects of the interview process and pre-employment
testing. As interviews are the most common tool to use in the selection process
(McCarthy, Van Iddekinge, & Campion, 2010), organizations should continue to ensure
that the tools used are not unfairly discriminating against candidates’ in the selection
process.
One aspect of this research was that the recruiting methods were highly
standardized to recruit specific demographics to the study and then to confirm the
personal demographic information. As it has been argued that recruiting this narrowly
may impact the cues that participants received prior to the study conditions, organizations
may want to monitor how their recruiting methods may be influencing candidates, in an
effort to avoid priming candidates. Kirman et al. (2009) found that collecting
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demographic information prior to pre-employment testing decreased the test scores of job
candidates from historically stigmatized groups, which could include the pipelining of
candidates. For instance, while organizations want to attract diversity to their
organization, they may attempt to recruit from professional societies that includes
specific demographic. By recruiting from this group, they may be priming the individuals
based how they were recruited in the organization.
Limitations and Future Directions.
The major limitation of this study was that it is possible that candidates were
primed for stereotype threat in both the primed and unprimed conditions. To comply with
the Institutional Review Board, researchers were required to advertise for participants
with demographic limitations and to collect demographic information prior to the study
date. This could have influenced the results of the study for all participants. Although
anecdotal, several participants made comments to the research assistants during the
debriefing process that they had correctly “guessed” that part of the study was about a
person’s gender or ethnicity.
Additionally as this research was a 3x2x2x2 design, it created many different test
groups that made it challenging to make the minimum requirements for effective
statistical powers. All of our data was collected on campus from undergraduate students
with all participants taking this research for mandatory course credit or for class extra
credit, thus the term voluntary participant is questionable. As the motivation to participate
was not collected from the participants, it is difficult to determine if some students took
the study more seriously than others. Also, all students did not have to partake in our
study and were allowed to partake in studies of their choosing. As we satisfied certain

conditions, we were required to recruit individuals from the missing groups, leading to
increased focus of historically stigmatized groups and decreasing overall sign-ups and
participation.
While the current research focuses on the conditions in which stereotype threat
can be activated in the selection process, it would be interesting to follow-up this study to
investigate why primed for stereotype threat females in the primed condition scored
higher than females in the unprimed for stereotype threat condition. This appears to be
opposite of the general theory (Steel & Aronson, 1997) that priming sends negative cues
to females. It actually appears that females picked-up an additional level of insulation
from stereotype cues regardless if the interview was structured or unstructured. It would
be worth examining this further to determine if this was an isolated incident or if it could
be replicated. If it could be replicated, it would be beneficial to determine what cues
females are perceiving to increase scores on a highly stereotyped subject for females.
This could ultimately lead to uncovering positive cues that could decrease the cues of
stereotype threat for other stigmatized groups.
Another area that would be interesting to view stereotype threat in the selection
process would be to investigate graduate students in a similar study to see if the results
could be replicated. As the majority of undergraduate students had had jobs some early
career and many not in their careers yet, graduate students in general have more work
experience and may or may not have already developed strategies for dealing with
interview or test anxiety. This population would allow for a closer comparison to “real”
organizations were it would be both unethical and illegal to attempt a study of this
complexity.

Conclusions
Stereotype threat is a very complex phenomena that affects individuals
differently, while there are trends that show how specific stigmatized groups are affected
by negative cues in the selection process. Each individual may react differently to the
stimuli with which they are presented, depending if the person identifies with their group
membership and if they perceive such an association to be negative or positive. As years
of research have praised the structured interview for increasing the fairness of the
selection process, this study appears to show that this is not always the case. Research
should be continued to determine if there is a middle-ground between social interaction
and structure to see if stigmatized groups after a mixed interview would perform better on
pre-employment testing.
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Tables
Table 1: Participant Demographics

Table 1.
Participant Demographics
Demographic
N
%
39.4
Male
135
204
Female
59.6
164
47.8
Hispanic
174
Caucasian
50.7
Caucasian Males
69
20.1
19
Hispanic Males
65
Caucasian Females
106
30.9
98
Hispanic Females
28.6
Note, n = the frequency of participants per demographic breakdown.
% = the percentage of participants per demographic breakdown.
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Table 2: Mean Averages Overall Cognitive Ability Test Scores
Table 2.
Mean Averages for Overall Cognitive Ability Test Scores by Priming, Gender, Ethnicity
Structure, & Gender by Ethnicity
Primed

Unprimed

Structured

Unstructured

Structured

Unstructured

Male

35.68 (11.79)

38.40(11.21)

38.08 (11.47)

37.68 (7.32)

Female

33.93 (10.77)

33.86 (7.89)

29.39(10.77)

33.87 (9.29)

Caucasian

38.59(10.00)

36.96 (8.83)

35.61 (10.11)

36.57(9.10)

Hispanic

30.82(10.96)

34.62(10.19)

30.30 (13.10)

35.21 (8.79)

Caucasian Male

37.56(12.07)

41.43 (7.76)

38.75 (10.49)

38.87 (6.08)

Caucasian
Female

39.11 (9.15)

35.00 (8.76)

32.27 (8.84)

34.85 (10.65)

Hispanic Male

34.38 (11.91)

36.77(12.68)

36.89(13.62)

34.14(9.49)

Hispanic Female

27.73 (9.38)

32.46 (6.75)

27.18 (12.20)

32.95 (7.95)

Overall

34.77(11.06)

35.29 (9.59)

33.14 (11.80)

35.21 (8.79)

Note, n = 338
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Table 3: Mean Averages Numeric Cognitive Ability Test Scores
Table 3.
Mean Averages for Numeric Cognitive Ability Test Scores by Priming, Gender, Ethnicity
Structure, & Gender by Ethnicity
Primed

Unprimed

Structured

Unstructured

Structured

Unstructured

Male

15.32 (5.90)

15.40 (5.19)

14.04 (6.41)

14.59 (4.27)

Female

13.55 (5.38)

12.89 (4.18)

11.55 (4.47)

12.66 (5.13)

Caucasian

16.15(4.85)

14.57 (4.66)

13.00 (5.66)

14.06 (4.76)

Hispanic

12.43 (5.76)

13.35(4.81)

12.19(5.36)

12.43 (5.01)

Caucasian Male

16.22 (5.23)

18.00 (4.12)

14.13(6.74)

15.27 (4.14)

Caucasian
Female

16.11 (4.80)

13.06 (4.14)

11.80 (4.13)

13.15(5.09)

Hispanic Male

14.69 (6.45)

14.00 (5.31)

13.89 (6.17)

13.14(4.88)

Hispanic Female

10.47 (4.42)

12.69 (4.39)

11.18(4.97)

12.19(5.25)

Overall

14.38 (5.63)

13.57(4.99)

12.62 (5.49)

13.33 (4.90)

Note, n = 338
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Table 4: Mean Averages Verbal Cognitive Ability Test Scores
Table 4.
Mean Averages for Verbal Cognitive Ability Test Scores by Priming, Gender, Ethnicity
Structure, & Gender by Ethnicity
Primed

Unprimed

Structured

Unstructured

Structured

Unstructured

Male

20.36 (8.27)

23.00 (7.47)

23.09 (5.18)

23.09 (5.18)

Female

20.39(6.91)

20.97 (5.70)

21.22 (6.14)

21.22 (6.14)

Caucasian

22.44 (7.26)

22.39 (6.55)

22.51 (6.12)

22.51 (6.12)

Hispanic

18.39(7.13)

21.27 (6.61)

21.07 (5.49)

21.07 (5.49)

Caucasian Male

21.33 (9.70)

23.43 (7.11)

24.63 (5.89)

23.60 (4.69)

Caucasian
Female

23.00 (5.94)

21.94 (6.48)

20.47 (6.24)

21.70 (7.02)

Hispanic Male

19.69 (7.48)

22.77 (8.08)

23.00 (8.38)

22.00 (6.38)

Hispanic Female

17.27 (6.87)

19.77 (4.55)

16.00 (8.81)

20.76 (5.30)

Overall

20.39(7.35)

21.73 (6.46)

20.52 (8.00)

21.87 (5.49)

Note, n = 338

Table 5: MANOVA Overall & Numeric Cognitive Ability Test Scores
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Table 5.
Overall 3x2x2x2 MANOVA on overall CAT and numeric CAT
df 1

df2

F-value

VI

P

Gender

2

313

7.15

.044

.001

Ethnicity

2

313

4.28

.027

.015

Structure Condition

4

628

1.24

.008

2.95

Priming

2

313

1.24

.008

.274

IV

Note, n - 338

Table 6: Follow up ANOVA Numeric Cognitive Ability Test
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Table 6.
Follow up 3x2x2x2 ANOVA on Numeric CAT
IV

df 1

#2

F-value

Gender

1

314

10.77

.033

.001

Ethnicity

1

314

8.40

.026

.004

Gender* Ethnicity

1

314

.054

.000

.817

nz

P

Note, n = 338

Table 7: Follow up ANOVA Overall Cognitive Ability Test
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Table 7.
Follow up 3x2x2x2 ANOVA on Overall CAT
tj

P

13.98

.043

.000

314

8.39

.026

.004

314

.054

.000

.817

IV

df 1

d fl

F-value

Gender

1

314

Ethnicity

1

Gender* Ethnicity

1

Note. V =338

Table 8: /-Test Hypothesis One
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Table 8.
Hypothesis 1—T-tests Comparing Primed Males vs. Primed Females & Unprimed
Females vs. Primed Males
Primed
Cohen’s d
Df
t
2
0.29
0.03
1.86
158
Overall CAT
0.36
0.01
2.27
158
Numeric CAT
0.02
0.15
158
1.06
Verbal CAT
Unprimed
Cohen’s d
Df
t
P
0.58
0.00
3.77
177
Overall CAT
0.39
0.00
177
2.59
Numeric CAT
0.58
0.00
3.72
177
Verbal CAT
Note. Primed n = 160. Unprimed n = 179.

Table 9: ¿-Test Hypothesis 2
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Table 9.
Hypothesis 2—T-tests Comparing Primed Hispanics vs. Primed Caucasians & Unprimed
Hispanics vs. Unprimed Caucasians__________________________________________
Primed
Cohen’s d
p (single tailed)
Df
t_
0.30
.029
157
Overall CAT
1.92
0.27
.045
157
Numeric CAT
1.71
0.25
.064
157
1.53
Verbal CAT
Unprimed
Cohen’s d
p (single tailed)
Df
t_
0.39
.005
2.62
177
Overall CAT
0.29
.029
1.91
177
Numeric CAT
0.25
.007
177
2.51
Verbal CAT
Note. Primed n = 159. Unprimed n = 179.

Table 10: Mest Hypothesis 3

71

T a b le 10.

Hypothesis 3—T-tests Comparing Structured Interview Females vs. Unstructured
Females
F em a les
O v e ra ll C A T
N u m e ric
CAT
V e rb a l C A T

df
135
135

t

p (single tailed)

1.28
0 .1 7

0.11
0.43

135

1.67

0.05

Note, n = 133.

Table 11: /-Test Hypothesis 4

C o h e n ’s
.18
.03
.28

d
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Table 12.
Hypothesis 4—T-tests Comparing Structured Hispanics vs. Unstructured Hispanics
Hispanics
p {single tailed)
Cohen’s d
t
df
0.33
107
1.70
0.05
Overall CAT
0.29
0.11
0.56
Numeric CAT
107
0.41
0.02
0.01
107
Verbal CAT
Note, n = 109.

Table 12: t-Test Hypothesis 5
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T a b le 11.

Hypothesis 3a—T-tests Comparing Primed Structured Females vs. Primed Unstructured
Females
F em a les
O v e ra ll C A T
N u m e ric
CAT
V e rb a l C A T

df
61
61

t

p (single tailed)

0 .1 7
0.66

0 .4 4
0.25

61

0.25

0 .4 0

Note, n = 66

Table 13: Hypothesis 6

C o h e n ’s
0 .0 4
0 .1 6
0 .0 6

d
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Table 13.
Hypothesis 4a—T-tests Comparing Primed Structured Hispanics vs. Primed
Unstructured Hispanics_________________________________________
Hispanics
Cohen’s d
p (single tailed)
df
I
0.35
0.10
52
1.32
Overall CAT
0.17
0.27
Numeric CAT 52
0.63
0.42
52
1.53
0.07
Verbal CAT
Note, n = 54.

Appendix A
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Scripts
STRUCTURED AND EXPLANATION INTERVIEW SCRIPT
Setting: A conference room, equipped with a table and two chairs
Participants: Caucasian Male Interviewer, Minority Male Job Candidate

I: Nice to meet you, Thank you for coming in today. {Escort the candidate into the
conference room), Please have a seat and we can get started. (Motion to a chair across
the table from your own. Sit down in your seat) May I ask you your name?

I: Great,____________ . My name is _________________. As you were previously
told, we are conducting research on factors that predict whether an individual is likely to
be accepted into and succeed in graduate school and their career in his or her chosen
field. We are investigating the interview as a method of being able to predict these
things. After we analyze the data we should be able to provide you with an estimated
probability of your chance of getting into graduate school and of succeeding in your
chosen field. Are you all right with this?

NOTE TO INTERVIEWER: REMEMBER TO TAKE NOTES OF ALL RESPONSES. WE
ARE ALSO RECORDING RESPONSES SO ASK IF YOU MA Y RECORD RESPONSES...
(Wait for response and continue if there is agreement)

I: Ok, then first let me just tell you a little about what will occur during this interview.
This will be a structured interview in that all applicants are being asked the same
questions, and will be assessed according to the same guidelines.

The purpose of the structured interview is to concentrate on asking you questions that
relate specifically to the area you are interviewing for and your answers are all evaluated
according to very specific criteria. I, as the interviewer, will have a set of guidelines to
judge your answers.

The idea behind structuring an interview is that when we ask only specific questions
related to the job or educational program for which you are being evaluated, and take
notes about only the responses that you give, the process is more fair. We hope we can
reduce some of the bias that sometimes can found in unstructured interviews.

Sometimes I will ask questions about situations that you have been in order to assess
knowledge or experiences that you have gained in these situations.

Other times I may ask about what you would do in a particular situation. Both of these
kinds of questions are used to be as accurate and fair as possible in evaluating only your
job or academic potential rather than other aspects of you that MAY not be related to the
job or success in graduate school.

In order to keep this process fair we will also ask you to hold any questions you may have
until I have finished asking the interview questions.

As long as it’s all right with you, I’ll be taking notes about your responses so they can be
compared with those of the other candidates and used to make fair and unbiased
assessments. Is this ok with you?

(Wait for response and continue if in agreement)

I: (Ql) Why don’t we start by having you tell me about your educational background.
What is your major in college and what factors helped you to decide what your major
would be? If you have not yet declared a major, what major or major(s) are you
considering and why are you considering them?

I: (Q2) Do you mind sharing what your GPA was in high school?

I: (Q3) OK, could you tell me what you feel your general cognitive or academic
strengths and weaknesses are? In particular do you feel that you are stronger in verbal
ability, mathematical ability, or analytical ability and why do you feel this is so?

I: (Q4) Alright. As I’m sure you’ve realized, working in teams in instrumental to success
in both graduate school and in your chosen job or career. Think about a memorable
experience that you’ve had as a team member in high school or college. How was it
good? How could it have been better? What do you feel that you learned from the
experience?

I: (Q5) Thanks. Ok, Could you tell me about a time when there was something you
REALLY wanted to accomplish in school or at work and the steps you took to achieve
this accomplishment? Did you set goals to achieve this accomplishment? If so, describe
these goals. How do you feel goal-setting influenced whether you achieved the goal or
not?

I: (Q6) Ok, Now could you tell me about a time when you tried to do something and
failed or had great obstacles. What did you do in response to this original failure? What
did you learn from these obstacles? What was the final outcome in this situation?

I: (Q7) Good, Now, tell me about a situation at school or work where you were assigned
several things to do in a very limited amount of time. What was the situation? What did
you do to deal with the situation? How did you prioritize?

I: Thank you. Give me a moment to catch up on my notes.

(Catch up by taking notes on any responses...)

(Q8) Would you mind discussing an experience that you have had in leadership? This
could be an experience leading others at work, at church, in your home or at school.
Would you mind discussing:

1) What the situation was
2) How and why you were a leader in this situation.
3) How you feel your personal characteristics, including your personality and other
characteristics influenced the outcome of this situation?
(Q9) Our main purpose here is talking about what makes people successful in their
chosen career paths. Something that research shows that makes people successful is
whether or not they have a mentor. A mentor is someone who is more senior in their
organization or industry, who can provide guidance, coaching and support to someone
who is newer in the career.
(For non-priming condition:) So in your case try to imagine that you were assigned
someone similar in your career interests and goals.

(For priming condition: change based on race, and gender) And, mentoring seems to
work well when it the mentor is someone who is similar in gender and race to the
individual. So, in your case, imagine that you were assigned a mentor who was a
male/female and Hispanic (this is the manipulation of priming) to be your mentor.

What do you think you would like about this type of relationship? What would you get
out of it, or what factors do you think would lead to a successful mentoring relationship?

I: Thank you so much for participating in our research. Do you have any questions for
me?
(Answer question unless you don Yknow answer or the answer could affect interview
results. If this is the case please say “I am not sure o f the answer but / will check on this.
You can email after you leave and I will try to provide you with an answer. ”

I: Well then, great, the interview is over. If you don’t mind I am going to ask to complete
a few quick surveys on your experience in this interview.

Give surveys to complete.

After they complete then provide them with debriefing that explains what we are really
studying and then ask them if they have any questions.
UNSTRUCTURED INTERVIEW SCRIPT
Setting: A conference room, equipped with a table and two chairs
Participants: Caucasian Male Interviewer, Minority Male Job Candidate

I: Nice to meet you . Thank you for coming in today. {Escort the candidate into the
conference room), please have a seat and we can get started. (Motion to a chair across
the table from your own. Sit down in your seat) May I ask you your name?

I : Great, ____________ . My name is ________________ . As you were previously
told, we are conducting research on factors that predict whether an individual is likely to
be accepted into and your chosen field which indicated was (INTERVIEWER SHOULD
PUT IN CHOSEN CAREER FROM SURVEY HERE). We are investigating the interview
as a method of being able to predict these things. After I get a chance to know you a bit
more I should be able to provide you with some information of your chances of getting
into graduate school and of succeeding in your chosen career. Are you all right with
this?

NOTE TO INTERVIEWER: REMEMBER TO TAKE NOTES OF ALL RESPONSES WE
WILL ALSO RECORD RESPONSES BUT DON’T ASK IN THIS CONDITION AS WE
ASK IN THE CONSENTANO DON’T WANT TO DISCUSS THIS INA NONSTRUCTURED INTERVIEW.
(Wait for response and continue if there is agreement)

I: Ok, then, if you don’t have any questions I will start asking you interview questions.

(Wait for response and continue if in agreement)

I: (Ql) Why don’t we start by having you tell me about your educational background.
What is your major in college and why did you choose this major?

I: (Q2) Do you mind sharing what your GPA was in high school?

I: (Q3) OK, could you tell me what you feel your general cognitive or academic
strengths and weaknesses are?

I: (Q4) Alright. Do you like working with others in groups or teams?

(Let them answer)

I: (Q5) Why do you like/not like {depending on answer) working with others? {Unless
they already answered WHY when you asked the above question)

I: (Q6) Good answer. Ok, Could you tell me about some of your accomplishments in
school, work, or life?

I: (Q7) Do you set goals to help you accomplish things?

I: (Q8) Great. Now could you tell me about failure and what you have learned from it?

I: (Q9) Good, Now, Do you think you are good at doing several things at once

I :(Q 10) Nice answer. I agree. Do you feel you are a good leader?

I: (Q11) Why do you feel this way? (You can ask this question along with the above
leadership question or wait until they have answered the first part to ask it).

I: Thank you so much for participating in our research. Do you have any questions for
me?

I: (Q12) One thing I have noticed is that people tend to be more successful in their
careers when they have good role models and mentors.

(For non-priming condition) Do you see you see yourself looking for mentors or role
models to assist you in your career?
(For priming: change based on race, and gender) And, mentoring seems to work well
when it the mentor is someone who is similar in gender and race to the individual.

Imagine that you were assigned a mentor who was a male/female and Hispanic (this is
the manipulation of priming) to be your mentor.

Do you see yourself looking for a role model or mentor to help you in your career?

{Answer question unless you don’t know answer or the answer could affect interview
results. I f this is the case please say “lam not sure o f the answer but I will check on this.
You can email after you leave and I will try to provide you with an answer. ”

I: Well then, great, the interview is over. If you don’t mind I am going to ask to complete
a few quick surveys on your experience in this interview.

Give surveys to complete.
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After they complete then provide them with debriefing that explains what we are really
studying and then ask them if they have any questions.
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